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Preface 
 
 
Cemeteries hold a special place in German culture.  They are places of 
remembrance, mourning, and continued devotion.  When I started the research for this 
honors thesis, I was spending my junior year abroad in Munich, Germany.  I hoped to 
conduct research on cemeteries in Munich, and then compare them with those of German 
immigrants to the United States, to show how customs changed with the influence of 
Americanization.  I soon came to realize that this was not a viable comparison, as 
cemetery plots in Germany are rented out for certain amounts of time, usually not 
exceeding thirty years.  After this time, the remains are removed and the gravestone is 
given back to the family for them to place in their garden.  Several members of one 
family may be buried in one plot, thus extending the age of the gravestone, but still the 
oldest year of death I saw only extended to the end of World War II.  As the time of 
greatest German immigration to the United States was in the mid-nineteenth century, it 
seemed that a comparison would not be possible.   
The time I spent in those cemeteries in Munich showed me a lot about the 
German culture today, however, and gave me a glimpse into the way this society 
functions in terms of mourning and grieving.  One of the hardest parts of doing research 
in the Munich state cemeteries, was that they are still very much in use.  German grave 
plots do not just consist of a marker set in the ground, as the ones in the United States do, 
but are comprised of lovely and well-maintained gardens, extending over the space of the 
plot (Figure 1). Many of these gardens are maintained by professionals, but it is not 
unusual to see elderly widows and widowers, as well as sons and daughters, caring for 
these garden plots many years after their beloved relations’ death.  I still remember my 
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amazement upon seeing an elderly gentleman arrive by bicycle through the cemetery and 
stop to tend the grave of his wife, who according to the inscription on the gravestone had 
died almost thirty years previously.  Clearly, these gravesites are a tangible reminder to 
the German people of those who have gone on before them, and they are the site of their 
continued relationship with them. 
 
Figure 1: Graves with garden plots in Westfriedhof, Munich, Germany. (Photo taken by 
author) 
 
Although I can find no trace of garden plots in the German-American cemeteries I 
examined, I feel certain that the cemeteries still served an important function in the lives 
of these immigrants.  A common tradition among German immigrants as they left for 
America was to take a handful of soil from the grave of an ancestor, which they would 
put in a bag with the intention of having it distributed on their own grave as a reminder of 
what they had left behind (Reichmann 1995:xviii).  As later generations became 
increasingly Americanized, these cemeteries were of vital importance in forming the 
nearest link to their far-off fatherland.   
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Introduction 
 
In this thesis I will use data from various cemeteries in the United States to 
evaluate the expression of a German collective identity among German-American 
Catholics in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries.  My research emphasizes the 
importance of specific geographical and historical contexts in the construction and 
development of this collective identity through time. 
When most people think of Germans in the United States, they either think of the 
Pennsylvania “Dutch” or the densely German-settled triangle between Cincinnati, 
Milwaukee, and St. Louis in the American Midwest (Gleason 1970:68).  Those who 
became known as the Pennsylvania “Dutch” (the word “Dutch” being a distortion of the 
German’s word for themselves “Deutsch”) were for the most part Protestant, and are now 
known to tourists as the Amish and Mennonites that they love to spot on their trips to 
Lancaster County.  The Germans who went to the Midwest, although both Protestant and 
Catholic, often settled in small secluded rural communities, where they found it easier to 
freely practice their religion (Reichmann 1995:xxii-xxiv).  Instead of focusing on these 
already well-studied areas, I decided to study areas less associated with Germans and/or 
Catholics on the East Coast.  
My previous research in Catholic Bavaria guided me to the further study of 
German Catholics in general.  I researched their condition in Germany, the reasons for 
their emigration to the United States, and the forces which shaped the identity they 
constructed once they reached this country.  As I was examining specifically Catholic 
German-Americans, this involved tracing the history of the German-American Catholic 
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movement in the United States, and how it developed over time in different locations.  I 
then gathered data from four cemeteries on the East Coast.  Two of the cemeteries were 
located in cities, one in Richmond, Virginia, and the other in Baltimore, Maryland.  The 
other two cemeteries were located in rural southeastern Pennsylvania, one in Gettysburg, 
and the other in nearby Orrtanna.  The two city cemeteries were established solely for 
German Catholic parishes, while the gravestones studied in the rural cemeteries in 
Pennsylvania came from mixed-ethnic parishes, although these also had a strong German 
element at their inception. 
German-American Catholics present an interesting field of study, for they belong 
twofold to groups outside of the American mainstream culture, being neither Anglo-
Saxon nor Protestant.  My consideration of German-American Catholic cemeteries has 
led me to believe that outside forces, such as the conflict between Irish and German 
Catholic immigrant groups, worked in historically and spatially contingent ways in each 
of the four communities I studied, resulting in the construction of differing degrees of a 
collective identity that could be viewed as both German and Catholic.  Although this 
identity is at its core German, it cannot be considered a national identity, because it was 
formed after the arrival of the German Catholics in the United States.  Although a 
collective identity and a national identity can share many of the same traits, such as a 
shared language, as well as cultural and religious traditions, a national identity 
presupposes shared political boundaries as well.  Therefore, while these two terms do 
overlap, the term “national” identity is not useful for the discussion of an immigrant 
group of German Catholics in the United States. 
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As proposed by Fredrik Barth (1969:11), the formation of ethnic identities and 
boundaries should not be viewed as being isolated from all outside forces.  He argues 
against previous scholarship which, “led [us] to imagine each group developing its 
cultural and social form in relative isolation.”  Instead, he argues that it is the very outside 
forces themselves which help to define the ethnicity by which a group identifies itself.  I 
would argue that, in the case of my research, outside forces had a distinct effect on why 
people from various parts of Germany came to view themselves as possessing a united 
“German” identity.  While remaining devoted to the local identities that they had brought 
with them from their respective villages and regions, upon reaching the United States 
German Catholic immigrants increasingly viewed themselves as “German” as opposed to 
other dominant groups such as the English and Irish.  It was the very conflicts with these 
other Catholic groups that caused Germans immigrants to create a German collective 
identity.  This “German” identity, however, was at its foundations a unity through a 
shared Catholic and German tradition.  This identity of being both Catholic and German 
helped German Catholic immigrants to construct a collective identity through their peak 
immigration years in the nineteenth century, which united them not only against the 
mainstream American population, but against other Catholics and other German 
immigrants as well.    
Because in studying gravestones I dealt with material culture, I found it useful to 
also utilize recent research in the field of historical archaeology in the analysis of my 
findings.  The notion of “materiality” (Meskell 2002) emphasizes the recursive 
relationship between materials and cultural practices.  This recursivity of materials states 
that there is a continuous dialogue between the subjective thoughts of individuals and 
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their objective implementation in material culture.  In terms of the gravestones of German 
Catholic immigrants, this means that not only did the collective identity of the immigrant 
generation come to be concretely displayed on their gravestones, but that as more and 
more individuals within this ethnic group experienced these gravestones first-hand, the 
markers of German identity exhibited on them had an effect on later subjective 
expressions of identity.  This recursivity of materials also lends itself to a very location-
specific analysis.  As the material culture had different effects on the subjective 
expression of German-American Catholics in each community which I studied, the same 
observed factors can be given different meanings (Meskell 2002:293). 
When German Catholics settled in the United States, they were wary of the 
influences of Americanization on the continuation of the religious practices they had 
brought with them from their homeland. Many people in the United States found it hard 
to understand why German Catholics insisted on remaining faithful to their German 
culture, language, and traditions, and this fostered many misunderstandings.  Thus 
German Catholics constructed ethnic boundaries largely as a result of conflicts and 
misunderstandings between themselves and non-German groups within the Catholic 
Church.  Although German Catholic immigrants fought to maintain their religious 
practices and traditions, with major successes throughout the late nineteenth century, by 
the mid-twentieth century the only remnant of German identity which could still be seen 
on gravestones were their last names, and in some cases even this last vestige was lost.  
The two world wars provide one reason for why this identity changed.  Another reason is 
that, while the first few generations of German-Americans may have fought hard to 
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preserve their traditions, succeeding generations felt little tie to a homeland they had 
never seen.   
It is on this time between their immigration to the United States through the loss 
of any sign of German identity that I focused my analysis of cemeteries.  Barth states that 
one of the most useful ways to analyze ethnicity is through “...overt signals or signs,” 
which he describes as “the diacritical features that people look for and exhibit to show 
identity, often such features as dress, language, house form, or general style of life” 
(Barth 1969:14).  Gravestones serve as a sign of ethnic identity, and a very overt one, one 
that remains preserved for descendents and researchers alike over a long stretch of time.  
Gravestones are one of the most visible and enduring ways in which group and individual 
identity can be remembered.  They present an optimal field of study in this respect, as 
time can easily be controlled as change is studied.  During these formative years of 
change, the complex identity of being both German and Catholic manifested itself in 
often striking ways through the gravestones I studied. 
 In this thesis I examine each of the communities mentioned and consider the 
reasons for the various markers of German identity that can be seen on their respective 
gravestones.  A German collective identity developed in unique ways in each location, 
depending on the social and historical realities in each place.  In Baltimore, the close 
proximity to power struggles within the Catholic Church led the German-American 
Catholics in this area to create a collective identity and push for ethnic rights.  In 
Richmond, these same struggles existed to a lesser degree, also leading to the 
establishment of a German ethnic parish.  Finally, in rural southeastern Pennsylvania, the 
harmonious outlook on religious toleration led to less tension, and therefore less need to 
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establish purely German ethnic parishes.  By looking at each community in its own 
unique historical context, I hope to discover why each one formed, or did not form, a 
German collective identity, and to explain how and why this collective identity evolved 
through time.  
To set up the conditions for the formation of a collective identity upon arrival in 
the United States, I will first explore the background of German Catholics in Germany.  I 
will then trace their emigration to the United States and briefly summarize the history of 
German Catholics in each location studied.  The next chapter summarizes the 
methodology I used when examining the gravestones, and also discusses a few key terms.  
Directly following will be a discussion of the data from each cemetery, followed by a 
more extensive analysis of broader conclusions that can be drawn from these findings.  
This analysis draws on models of ethnicity and identity used currently in the fields of 
anthropology and archaeology.  I will end with a presentation of ways in which this study 
could be continued and broadened by other scholars. 
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CHAPTER 1 
 German Catholics: From Germany to America 
 
 The following chapter provides background information as to why German 
Catholics did not form a German collective identity until after their arrival in the United 
States.  It provides the framework within which my cemetery data will be viewed and 
interpreted. 
 
GERMAN UNIFICATION 
Germany as a unified nation-state did not officially come into being until 1871.  
The area which is now Germany did possess some measure of unity under the Holy 
Roman Empire, but power always remained more localized than centralized.  With the 
Reformation in the sixteenth century came religious conflicts, as well as the gradual 
decline of the Holy Roman Empire.  To end these religious disputes, the 1555 Peace of 
Augsburg gave to each local German prince the right to choose which religion, 
Catholicism or Lutheranism, would be practiced under his dominion.  The majority of 
princes who chose Catholicism were in Bavaria in what is now southeast Germany, as 
well as those along the Rhine in what is now western Germany, an area often referred to 
as the Palatinate (Figure 2). The German principalities soon aligned politically along 
these religious lines.  This split between Catholic and Protestant territories was in later 
centuries to prove one of the biggest obstacles to a universal feeling of German 
nationalism (Atkinson 1971:1-4).  
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Despite the official ending of hostilities between the Catholics and Protestants 
with the signing of the Treaty of Augsburg, from 1618 to 1648 the Thirty Years’ War, 
which was fought for a number of religious as well as political reasons, devastated the 
German countryside and created further hostility between the two religious groups 
(Parsons 1976:25).  The idea of Germany as a nation existed as an abstract thought in the 
minds of philosophers and intellectuals in the eighteenth century, but the common people 
still identified themselves as belonging to their individual regions or towns, rather than to 
a larger “Germany.”  As the eighteenth century progressed, although Austria and Prussia 
grew as European powers, the individual German principalities still remained strong 
(Atkinson 1971:363-65). 
 
 
Figure 2: Catholic vs. Protestant Areas in Germany, 1890.  The darker the area, 
the more populated by Catholics. The split between Catholics and Protestant areas 
remained at the time of unification generally the same as in 1555. (Smith 1995:2) 
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In the time of Napoleon, a national feeling began to develop among Germans as a 
reaction against Napoleon’s plan to conquer all of Europe, and after the threat was over, 
German unification started to be considered in earnest.  Regarding these unifying 
sentiments John Breuilly (1996:11) states: 
Both in Europe and in Germany there were strong pressures from the mid-1850s 
favoring the construction of large, modernising territorial states which made some 
provision for popular political participation and in which ideas concerning an 
identity between people and government were of increasing importance.  
 
Political and economic factors precipitated these nationalist feelings.  After Napoleon 
was finally defeated, the balance of power in Europe shifted to central Europe.  
Economically, Germany found itself in a prosperous position as the crossroads of trade 
between the East and Britain.  Napoleon had succeeded in consolidating the hundreds of 
German states into tens of states, which made attempts at unification more plausible, 
although local princes retained considerable power.  Seeing the economic prosperity of 
the German states, Prussia and Austria gradually encroached their spheres of influence 
into parts of Germany (Breuilly 1996:12-14). 
Throughout the 1850s, a Prussian political figure who would be of utmost 
importance in the forthcoming formation of the German nation-state was rising to power: 
Otto von Bismarck.  In September 1862, he was appointed as Prussian Minister-President 
(Breuilly 1996:53-56).  The Prussian victory in the 1866 Austro-Prussian War firmly 
established the precedence of Protestant Prussia over Catholic Austria in terms of 
exerting control over the German states.  After the war, the states of Hannover, Hesse, 
and Nassau in north and central Germany, who had opposed Bismarck, were annexed by 
Prussia.  Other areas north of the Main River not annexed by Prussia were joined into the 
North German Confederation (Breuilly 1996:86). 
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With the formation of this North German Confederation, it is valuable to examine 
the overall feelings of the various German people towards unification, especially in 
regards to religion.  Nineteenth-century feelings of German nationalism resided largely 
within a small group of intellectuals.  Some nationalist organizations did develop, but 
only a minority of educated males took part, and they were primarily popular in 
Protestant parts of Germany.  Nevertheless, there was one group of nationalist, dissenting 
Catholics, the Deutschkatholiken (German Catholics), which formed in 1844 and was 
most popular in Prussia and Saxony.  The Deutschkatholiken were a group of nationalist 
liberals, who “[called] for the subordination of the Catholic Church to a unified and 
liberal German state” (Gross 2004:187).  Although this movement did gain significant 
popularity among German Catholics in the pre-unification decades, Bismarck’s targeting 
of Catholics as a common enemy around the time of German unification curbed the 
enthusiasm of these Catholics’ nationalist sentiments (Gross 2004:187-189).  Therefore, 
Breuilly (1996:29) writes accurately when he says that: “By the mid-1860s one could say 
that there was a large minority, mainly but not exclusively urban middle class and largely 
Protestant, which regarded itself as German and wanted to see greater national unity.”  
German Protestants at this point, therefore, had constructed what Benedict Anderson 
(1991) refers to as an “imagined community,” which he describes as one where, even 
though the individual members will never all meet, “...in the minds of each lives the 
image of their communion” (Anderson 1991:6).  The majority of German Catholics, on 
the other hand, were excluded from these nationalist sentiments. 
Religion continued to be the most divisive factor in Germany in terms of 
unification.  Where the Protestants moved towards unification and formed a nationalist 
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identity, Catholics clung to their more localized identity.  This trend has its roots in the 
economy and way of life in Catholic versus Protestant parts of Germany.  Whereas most 
Protestants lived in cities and had manufacturing jobs, most Catholics still led agrarian 
lives and therefore lived in relative isolation in rural areas.  Naturally then, Protestants 
were more exposed to nationalist sentiments, while Catholics lived on as they had for 
centuries, loyal only to their religion and their local prince (Breuilly 1996:21-25).   
When Catholics did associate with a power outside of their local context, their 
allegiances lay with Catholic Austria, not Protestant Prussia.  The prospect of a 
Grossdeutschland, consisting of the unification of Austria with the German states, 
appealed to many southern German Catholics.  After Austria lost the Austro-Prussian 
War in 1866, however, Catholics were suddenly a minority in what became the newly 
unified German Empire.  This generated fear and resentment among German Catholics 
and further excluded them from any nationalist sentiments (Windell 1954:5-10). 
After the Austro-Prussian War, Prussia strengthened the feelings of nationalism in 
north and central Germany by appealing to the Protestant national culture that had 
already been created in that area.  It was at this point that Bismarck began to unite the 
different political factions in the German states against a common enemy:  the Catholics 
(Abrams 2006:29).  This Kulturkampf (literally “culture struggle”) had at its roots 
Bismarck’s fear that the Catholic clergy in east Prussia were using their influence with 
the Catholic Poles there to keep them from assimilating into the mainstream German 
culture (Ross 1998:5).  He believed that Catholics, since their first allegiance lay with 
Rome, were a hindrance to the formation of a unified German nation (Abrams 2006:29).  
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To further increase and confuse the religious tensions, much of southern Germany 
had entered into secret protective alliances with Prussia against the powerful, if Catholic, 
France and Austria.  When these alliances became public knowledge, Bismarck had 
hoped this would lead to greater feelings of nationalism in the south, but instead 
Catholics felt that their religion was being betrayed for the sake of politics.  Tensions 
between Prussia and France escalated to war in 1870.  Prussia emerged victorious.  After 
the war, Bismarck worked towards bringing the southern German states into a unified 
nation-state.  The German Empire was proclaimed in Versailles on January 18, 1871, 
with William of Prussia being given the title “German Emperor.”  A German nation-state 
had technically been created, but the German people were far from unified, and tensions 
between Protestants and Catholics prevented an all-pervasive feeling of German 
nationalism from being created (Breuilly 1996:92-99, Brose 1997:355). 
 
GERMAN EMIGRATION TO THE UNITED STATES 
 
Figure 3: Wilhelm Hübner’s: German Emigrants, 1846 
German emigrants bidding ancestors farewell at cemetery. (Brose 1997:223) 
 
 
Although German unification led many Germans to emigrate to the United States, 
thousands of Germans had already emigrated in the early nineteenth century for 
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economic reasons.  Socio-economic changes as Germany entered the age of 
industrialization drove many who still practiced the agrarian lifestyle to poverty and 
destitution.  As a majority of Catholics led this type of life, they were particularly hard 
hit.  A recession that began in England in the 1840s quickly spread to continental Europe 
and put thousands out of work.  Harvest failures in 1845 and 1846 added to the misery of 
the German lower classes.  Thus in the 1820s, 50,000 Germans emigrated to the United 
States.  This number rose to 168,000 in the 1830s, and in the next decade, known as the 
“hungry forties,” this number rose exponentially to 500,000 (Brose 1997:221).  
German unification also provided reasons for emigration.  With the formation of 
the German nation-state came increased taxes and compulsory military service (Barry 
1953:5).  Another reason for emigration after unification was Otto von Bismarck’s strict 
Kulturkampf campaign.  He imposed many laws to get people to abandon their traditions 
and beliefs that he considered adverse to the progress of the new unified German nation.  
This caused many Germans to emigrate to the United States for greater independence.  
Bismarck was particularly harsh against Catholics.  The infamous May Laws of 1873 
caused many German Catholics to flee Germany.  These laws annulled papal jurisdiction 
over German Catholics, abolished religious orders, and fined and deposed German 
bishops.  German emigration to the United States reached 700,000 in the years 1865 to 
1900.  During this time, German Catholics accounted for 35% of the total German 
emigrant population to the United States (Gleason 1970:67). 
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GERMAN CATHOLICS IN AMERICA 
 “I shall not forget you, but stay German, German!  Do not become English.”  
- King Ludwig I of Bavaria – June 1847, patron of German Catholics in the United States, to the 
first group of German Sisters sent to the United States (Barry 1953:11) 
 
Once German Catholics reached the United States, their first prerogative was to 
establish a parish church and school (Gleason 1970:68).  Often they would set up the 
school before the church, a practice which distinguished them from other Catholic 
immigrant groups (Barry 1953:9-10).  Their reason for doing this was that they realized 
that establishing a church would be of little use if their children were not educated in the 
Catholic faith.  Without a Catholic school, German immigrants feared their children 
would lose their Catholic faith, and the need for a church would die with the first 
generation of immigrants (Barry 1953:35-37). 
German Catholic immigrants were also very adamant about keeping their 
language alive.  They operated under the motto “Language Saves Faith.”  To them, the 
mother tongue was of the utmost importance (Gleason 1970:69).  This came from the fear 
that, if German immigrants could not receive their religion in their mother tongue, they 
would defect to Protestantism, where they could more easily find worship in German.  
The pressing need Germans felt to retain their German language and traditions often led 
them to feel isolated and misunderstood, both by what was perceived as the mainstream 
Protestant culture of America, as well as by other American Catholics.  German-
American Catholics advocated a very slow and gradual process of Americanization, one 
that would not jeopardize losing too many souls to Protestantism or, what was worse, to 
godlessness (Barry 1953:10).   
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Peter Paul Cahensly was a great advocate of German Catholic immigrants in the 
nineteenth century. He worked to improve conditions for the immigrant, starting with the 
passage across the Atlantic, but then continuing when they reached American shores.  
There he found that, if no Catholic ministries in German were available, Germans were 
often taken in by Lutherans, ultimately losing their Catholic faith.  In 1880 he stated that 
there should then be 13 million Catholics in the United States, but there were in fact only 
seven and a half million.  He attributed this fact to “the peculiar, extremely independent, 
and unrestrained American conditions” (Barry 1953:42) and the fact that immigrants 
were not being given the assistance they required during the overseas passage, but also 
upon arrival in America.  He established the St. Raphael’s Society to help combat this 
trend.  In the 1890s, Cahensly’s mission to cater especially to German Catholic 
immigrants came into conflict with the faster assimilation program of English and Irish 
Catholic leaders.  The misunderstandings that ensued in light of this conflict left a 
blemish both on Cahensly’s name and on the cause of German-American Catholics 
(Barry 1953:42). 
 
GERMANS VS. IRISH  
 “It makes me disgusted to see Americans become Germans without necessity.”  
- Irish-American Priest, 1870 (Liptak 1989:103) 
 
 
To study German Catholic immigration to the United States, it is useful to 
juxtapose their experiences and reactions with those of other Catholic immigrant groups 
to the United States in this time period.  In the nineteenth century (at least until the very 
end when the Italians began coming in great numbers) the other large group of Catholic 
immigrants were the Irish.  Because many Germans wished to develop their own ethnic 
 16 
 
parishes and remained largely aloof from other Catholics, tensions frequently developed 
between the Irish and German immigrant factions.  The Irish were at an advantage from 
the beginning, because they already spoke English, the dominant language in the United 
States and of the American Catholic Church (Gleason 1970:18-22).   
At first Germans simply shut themselves off from the outside world in their own 
ethnic parishes and communities.  However, as the nineteenth century came to a close, 
many felt that they must fight against the Irish for influence in the Catholic Church in 
order to maintain their unique religious beliefs and practices.  They began advocating for 
special rights, especially when it came to the establishment of ethnic parishes and 
parochial schools with German as the dominant language (Liptak 1989:98).  This 
heightened awareness of the threat to their traditions caused German-American Catholics, 
especially in big cities, to reflect more openly and often about a collective identity.  
During the last third of the nineteenth century, which is known as the peak of German-
American influence in the United States, German-American Catholics were successful in 
achieving many of their goals.  As the twentieth century opened, though, the internal 
conflicts within the Catholic Church involving the Germans and the Irish brought 
negative attention to the Catholic Church, making many mainstream Protestants feel even 
more strongly that the Catholic Church was a foreign institution.  The Germans fought 
against a Church defined mainly by Irish immigrants, but in the end this fight was lost 
due to the need of the Catholic Church to be viewed as an American, not a foreign, 
institution, especially with the beginning of World War I, and later World War II 
(Gleason 1970:26-27). 
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 When German Catholics entered the United States, they often defined themselves 
solely by their local identities.  As they encountered Americans of different religions and 
even of different beliefs within their own religion, they realized that they had much in 
common with other German Catholics.  In order to preserve their language and way of 
life, German-American Catholics constructed a collective identity on reaching the United 
States that was comprised of their being both German and Catholic (Barry 1953:8-11).  
In the next section, I will examine how this German identity formed and evolved in the 
various places in which I conducted research. 
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CHAPTER 2 
History of Cities, Churches, and Cemeteries 
 
Whereas most Germans settled in the American Midwest, with the densest 
German settlement being between the triangle of Cincinnati, Milwaukee, and St. Louis, 
(Gleason 1970:68) a considerable number of German Catholics did remain on the eastern 
seaboard.  This study focuses on Germans in three areas: Baltimore, Maryland; 
Richmond, Virginia; and southeastern Pennsylvania.  In the following, I offer background 
histories for each of these communities. 
 
GERMAN CATHOLICS IN BALTIMORE, MARYLAND 
The first traces of German Catholics in Baltimore come from the end of the 
eighteenth century.  The Archbishop of Baltimore, John Carroll, had recognized the need 
for German-speaking priests in Pennsylvania and had given these duties to John Baptist 
Causse.  Due to his “insolence” and “insubordination” (Spalding 1989:32), however, 
Carroll felt compelled to suspend Causse in 1791.  Soon after, on February 17, 1792, 
Causse published this notice in the Maryland Journal: “The German Roman Catholics 
will open next Sunday for the first time Divine Services in their own language at the 
house of John Brown, near Centre Market.”  Carroll promptly excommunicated Causse 
and all who continued to follow him.  Clearly this was not a happy beginning for the 
cause of German Catholics in Baltimore (Spalding 1989:32). 
Despite these rocky beginnings, demand for services in German quickly grew, 
and a group organized under Father Reuter in 1799, with the permission of Archbishop 
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Carroll.  Soon after, however, disagreements arose between the two, and Reuter set off 
for Rome where he complained that Carroll “scorned the Germans, allowed no sermons 
or instructions in their native tongue, and excommunicated those who violated his 
prohibitions” (Spalding 1989:32).  Although Reuter returned triumphantly from this trip 
with a letter of rebuke for Carroll, a subsequent attempt to organize the German-Catholics 
into their own separate parish had a short-lived success.  The special difficulties for 
German immigrants operating under the Catholic hierarchy is here evident, showing, 
according to Dieter Cunz (1948:185), that: 
It was apparently a difficult thing to weld a national group into a separate 
congregation in the Catholic Church.  The looser organization of the Protestant 
Church was more adaptable to the formation of special groups, while the 
centralized, strict structure of the Catholic Church demanded uniformity in 
language as well as in other matters.   
 
Although the German Catholics of Baltimore struggled under these structural 
constraints, it was soon deemed necessary even by the Archbishop of Baltimore that a 
separate ethnic parish be established.  The reason for this change of heart occurred 
because the Catholic Church realized that, in order to avoid losing large numbers of 
German Catholic immigrants to the Protestant church, where they could often more easily 
find services in German, they would have to establish German ethnic parishes.  By the 
time the Redemptorists came from Switzerland to take over the care of all the German 
Catholics in the Archdiocese of Baltimore in 1840, St. John’s Church, purely for German 
Catholics, had been established.  The Redemptorists tore down this church and in its 
place erected a newer, larger church, which they named St. Alphonsus.  During the 
construction, another church, St. James, was used by the German Catholics, and this 
remained a German Catholic church after St. Alphonsus opened.  Two further German 
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Catholic churches were opened before the Civil War, St. Michael’s (1852) and Holy 
Cross (1860), mirroring the increasing rate of German immigration throughout these 
decades (Cunz 1948:221-222). 
 By 1850, Maryland was home to 26,000 Germans, and Baltimore was the United 
States city with the fifth largest German population, after New York City, Cincinnati, 
Philadelphia, and St. Louis.  Unlike other East Coast cities such as Washington, D.C., 
Baltimore had more German Catholic than Irish Catholic immigrants.  When the German 
ethnic parishes were established, they were the first of their kind, and they were given 
special status when the Redemptorists arrived.  The German Catholics in Baltimore alone 
grew from 4,000 in 1840 to 6,000 by 1846 (Spalding 1989:132-138).  Despite the high 
number of German Catholic immigrants, the Irish had more power in the Catholic Church 
hierarchy of Baltimore, which fostered tensions that will be addressed later in the 
gravestone analysis section of this study (Gleason 1970:18-19). 
The Baltimore cemetery from which I took data was Holy Cross Cemetery.  The 
mission connected with this cemetery was established in 1855 for the Germans in 
southern Baltimore and started with a schoolhouse in that year.  The church was built 
from 1858 to 1860, when it officially opened.  In 1869, this mission separated from St. 
Alphonsus and was given over to a secular priest.  The church was enlarged in 1885. 
Although I did not find an exact date when the church closed, the school at Holy Cross 
was finally closed in the 1960s (Spalding 1989:166,236). 
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GERMAN CATHOLICS IN RICHMOND, VIRGINIA 
 The first Catholics in Richmond arrived in the last decade of the eighteenth 
century and were of French origin.  The first services for Catholics in Richmond were 
held in the Capitol.  In 1798, Father Tonnant C. Mongrand, also of France, became the 
first priest to be stationed in Richmond, and by 1812 the Catholics had their own chapel 
to use for services (Troubetzkoy 1957:3).  Richmond Catholics were under the 
jurisdiction of the Archdiocese of Baltimore until 1837, when the Diocese of Richmond, 
established in 1820 (Figure 4), was removed from the Archdiocese of Baltimore’s 
jurisdiction (Spalding 1989:129). 
 
Figure 4: Map of diocese researched. (Spalding 1989:26) 
 
 The first record of German Catholics in Richmond comes from 1834.  After that 
time, many Germans came to Richmond after working as laborers on the James River and 
the Kanawha Canal.  The greatest influx of Germans of all denominations started in the 
 22 
 
1840s.  Even before this surge of German Catholic immigrants, the need for a German 
priest who could hear confessions in German was high.  At first a German priest came to 
Richmond once every three months, but by 1843 church officials decided to create a 
separate parish for German Catholics.  At first this fledgling congregation met in an 
abandoned Jewish synagogue, renamed “The Chapel,” and a German priest was only 
available to hold service on the second Sunday of every month.  The congregation soon 
outgrew “The Chapel,” and on June 8, 1851, the cornerstone for a German Catholic 
church, St. Mary’s, was laid.  A parochial school was founded the following year, which 
met in the basement of the new church until 1859, when three Sisters of Notre Dame 
came to lead the school and had a new building erected, which served as both convent 
and school (Troubetzkoy 1957:28-29). 
 The importance of German Catholics in Richmond in this time period is evident, 
as this was not only one of the few ethnic parishes ever to be established in Richmond, 
but was also only the second Catholic parish to be consecrated in this city (Troubetzkoy 
1957:28).  Although originally run by German-speaking Jesuits, in 1860 the leadership of 
this parish was transferred to German-speaking Benedictines from St. Vincent Archabbey 
in Latrobe, Pennsylvania (Vincent J. Sansone 2007, elec. comm.).  The running of the 
parochial school was assumed by Benedictine sisters from St. Mary’s, Pennsylvania, in 
1868.  As the city expanded westward, membership at St. Mary’s declined.  In 1910 the 
Benedictine Fathers moved to a new parish in the West End, but St. Mary’s remained an 
active parish as long as its oldest German members survived.  The parish was closed in 
1937 (Troubetzkoy 1957:29). 
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In 1874, St. Mary’s parish purchased a 10-acre lot on the north side of Richmond 
for the purposes of establishing a cemetery (Troubetzkoy 1957:29).  On November 2nd of 
the same year, Bishop James Gibbons consecrated St. Mary’s Cemetery.  The first burials 
were re-interments from the older Bishop’s Cemetery and Shockoe Cemetery.  The 
cemetery was used only for members of St. Mary’s Church until 1924, when as the 
numbers in St. Mary’s parish were dwindling, it was decided to enlarge and formally 
incorporate the property as Holy Cross Cemetery.  Since then the cemetery has been used 
by the wider Richmond Catholic community (Vincent J. Sansone 2007, elec. comm.). 
 
 GERMAN CATHOLICS IN SOUTHEASTERN PENNSYLVANIA 
The first German Catholics arrived in Pennsylvania in the mid-eighteenth century 
from the area in western Germany known as the Palatinate.  The German branch of the 
Society of Jesus sent two priests, Father William Wappelet and Father Theodore 
Schneider, who set up missions at Conewago and Goshenhoppen respectively, both in 
southeastern Pennsylvania (Schirp 1909).  The first Catholic church in Pennsylvania, St. 
Joseph’s, opened in 1733 in Philadelphia with a membership of 15 Germans and 22 Irish.  
By 1877, membership figures had increased to 3,000 and German Catholics in 
Philadelphia opened their own parish (Smith 1911).  The unique founding of 
Pennsylvania by William Penn as a place to foster the free practice of all religions helped 
Catholics feel welcomed there from the start.  Although in densely-populated urban 
centers, such as Philadelphia, religious and ethnic conflicts still did develop, in more 
sparsely-populated rural areas this was not the case (Miller 2002:172,384).  In the area of 
rural southeastern Pennsylvania which I studied, this atmosphere of toleration allowed 
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German immigrants to join mixed ethnic parishes without feeling that their accustomed 
way of life was being threatened. 
The first cemetery I studied in southeastern Pennsylvania was that of St. Francis 
Xavier Catholic Church, which is located in downtown Gettysburg.  As the church is 
located in a busy and crowded downtown city block, the cemetery is located a few blocks 
away.  The history of St. Francis Xavier Catholic Church reflects how German Catholics 
in rural southeastern Pennsylvania found it possible to retain their accustomed religious 
practices, while also sharing a parish with those of other ethnic descent.   
St. Francis Xavier Catholic Church was founded in 1831.  Before the church was 
built, Catholics in Gettysburg journeyed six or seven hours to hear mass in Conewago, 
Littlestown, or Emmitsburg.  On rare occasions, a priest would make the journey to 
Gettysburg and hold a mass in private homes.  The majority of Catholics in Gettysburg 
at this time were from western Germany (the Palatinate), although there were also a 
number of Catholics from England and Ireland.  In 1827, the Gettysburg Catholics began 
efforts to form their own parish.  The cornerstone for the new church was laid in 1830, 
amidst sermons delivered both in German and English to mark the occasion.  Until 1843, 
the congregation sang in German.  Within twenty years, the rapid immigration to 
Gettysburg, both from Germany and Ireland, made the building of a second, larger 
church necessary.  At the dedication of this second church on July 31, 1853, Bishop John 
Neumann preached in both German and English (St. Francis Xavier Catholic Church 
2008). 
The second cemetery which I studied is the one linked to St. Ignatius Loyola 
Church in Orrtanna in Buchanan Valley.  The history of this church is closely linked to 
 25 
 
that of St. Francis Xavier, because they shared the ministries of the same priest until the 
official separation of the two parishes in 1873 (St. Francis Xavier Catholic Church 
2008).  The two churches are located within 15 miles of one another, but where St. 
Francis Xavier is located in the middle of a town, St. Ignatius Loyola is firmly situated in 
a rural area.  The cemetery grounds are therefore located directly adjacent to the church.  
The mission of St. Ignatius was founded in 1817 by the Jesuits, making the Catholic 
mission in Buchanan Valley the oldest Jesuit mission in the United States (St. Ignatius 
Loyola Catholic Church). 
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CHAPTER 3 
Methodology 
 
Cemeteries provide the ideal conditions for an undergraduate student conducting 
research in historical archaeology.  The information can be collected easily and the 
process is non-invasive (Mytum 2004:195-6).  Unlike the cemeteries in Germany, these 
cemeteries, while still in use, are not nearly as frequently visited as the ones in Munich.  
Not having to work around the stares of curious mourners as I recorded and photographed 
gravestones made my research much easier and less awkward.  From an analysis 
standpoint, studying gravestones is also very advantageous, because as most gravestones 
include the date of death in the inscription, time acts as a control factor through which 
change can be observed.   
   The seminal archaeological study using gravestone analysis was done by James 
Deetz (1977) on the stylistic changes exhibited on New England gravestones.  He 
recognized that, through the strict control of time that gravestones allow, he could 
analyze the reasons for these stylistic changes by linking them to corresponding social 
and religious movements.  He justified the significance of his and similar studies by 
stating that:  “An appreciation for the simple details of past experience, which escape 
historical mention, and for simple artifacts, not deemed significant in art-historical terms, 
viewed from the perspective of a broad social-scientific base, characterizes historical 
archaeology” (Deetz 1977:37).  Although my study seeks to answer different questions 
through the use of gravestones, Deetz’s work is foundational to my interest in and pursuit 
of gravestone studies. 
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I collected data from a random sample of gravestones in each of the four 
cemeteries.  I selected my random sample out of all the gravestones exhibiting a last 
name of German origin.  In Pennsylvania, where the cemeteries were considerably 
smaller, I took a smaller sample set than in the bigger city cemeteries.  The total number 
of gravestones from which I took data from Holy Cross Cemetery in Richmond, Virginia, 
was 52; from Holy Cross Cemetery in Baltimore, Maryland, 49; from St. Francis Xavier 
Cemetery in Gettysburg, Pennsylvania, 20; and from St. Ignatius Loyola Cemetery in 
Orrtanna, Pennsylvania, 19.   
What is important to note for the purposes of this study, however, is that the unit 
of measurement is not the gravestone, but the individual.  Therefore, when making graphs 
to show the number of gravestones with an inscription in German, or that include a 
German birthplace, each individual is counted separately.  The basis for this decision was 
that when more than one individual’s inscription was on a particular gravestone, these 
were usually not completed in the same year.  As I wish to show change over time, it was 
necessary to use the individual, not the gravestone, as the basic unit of measurement.  
 After I completed my data collection, I constructed a spreadsheet so that I could 
analyze my data.  For each individual represented, the spreadsheet entry included an 
arbitrarily assigned gravestone number (if more than one individual was represented on a 
gravestone, the individual entries were recorded as 5a, 5b, 5c, etc.), the cemetery name, 
the location, the individual’s name, sex, birth date, and death date.  The place of birth and 
language of inscription were added where applicable (see Appendix).   
Before I go into a discussion and analysis of my findings in each cemetery, it is 
now useful to define a few terms.  Much research has been done by sociologists, social 
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historians, historians, and to a lesser extent anthropologists, on immigration to the United 
States in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries (Abramson 1980; Yans-McLaughlin 
1990; Daniels 1990; Schuyler 1980).  A few broad terms have been used in varying ways 
by these scholars.  The term “Americanization” was used often in the early twentieth 
century, and after World War I especially, it came to be synonymous with abandoning all 
loyalty to the traditions of the Old World and becoming completely immersed in the 
mainstream American culture (Gleason 1980:84-89).  “Assimilation” was also a term 
frequently used in this time period.  Over the course of the twentieth century this term 
acquired negative connotations as a result of its association with anti-immigrant groups 
(Gleason 1980:131-33).  A third term is “acculturation,” which is often used by 
anthropologists to stress that, when immigrants come into contact with a new culture, 
they usually undergo a gradual process of adopting traits from the other culture (Berry 
1980).  At the foundation of this model is the assertion that through this process 
immigrants do not completely relinquish all aspects of their native culture.  Traditionally, 
most anthropologists do not study Western culture in the nineteenth and twentieth 
centuries, so the term “Americanization” is rarely used.  The term “assimilation” is used 
by anthropologists to mean the process by which a minority group loses all markers of a 
separate identity and is completely incorporated into the dominant culture (Kottak 
2000:132).  Historians also use the term “assimilation” to focus on the ways in which 
immigrants integrate into their host society, with emphasis on observing how class, 
gender, and historical context affect the assimilation process (Fitts 2002:2-3). 
As my thesis addresses nineteenth- and twentieth-century immigrants to the 
United States, I propose to follow the lead of the historical archaeologist Robert Fitts 
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(2002) in using the terms “assimilation” and “Americanization” in my thesis.  For the 
purposes of this study, I will use these two terms interchangeably.  Just as I used 
gravestones to help explain the assimilation of German Catholics in the nineteenth and 
twentieth centuries, Fitts also used material culture in his explanation of the assimilation 
of an Italian immigrant to the United States in the late nineteenth century.  He proposes 
that the terms “assimilation” and “Americanization,” as utilized by historians, be used for 
his research.  He argues that the process by which immigrants adapt to their new host 
society is “neither complete nor inevitable” and is a “conscious decision made by 
individual immigrants in their quest to function in their new society” (Fitts 2002:2).  He 
further argues that these terms have a more useful function than the overarching use that 
“acculturation” has assumed in anthropological research (Fitts 2002:3).  I find Fitts’ 
arguments to be practical also for my thesis, and therefore I will be using the terms 
“assimilation” and “Americanization” in this context. 
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CHAPTER 4 
Discussion of Cemeteries 
 
BALTIMORE – HOLY CROSS CEMETERY 
Holy Cross Church, along with its cemetery, was established in 1860, around the 
same time as many other German Catholic churches in the decades immediately 
following the Redemptorists’ assumption of the responsibility for the German Catholic 
immigrants in the Archdiocese of Baltimore (Cunz 1948:221-22).  The distinguishing 
feature of Holy Cross Cemetery in Baltimore, as compared to the other cemeteries 
studied, is the large number of gravestones with inscriptions in the German language.  
Whereas I have previously stated that, before their immigration to the United States, 
German Catholics did not participate in an “imagined community” (Anderson 1991), the 
formation of one is now expressed through their gravestones.  As Anderson stresses in his 
argument, language, especially print language, can often be a key factor in the creation of 
an “imagined community.”  The ratio of German to English as the language used on 
gravestone inscriptions is exactly equal before World War I, but by the end of World War 
II, the percentage of German inscriptions has plummeted to 1.25% (Figure 5). 
The drastic drop in German inscriptions after 1945 might, at first glance, be 
attributed to anti-German sentiments during the world wars and the need for German-
Americans to “drop the hyphen” and become fully assimilated Americans to avoid 
suspicion (Gleason 1970:94).  However, this may not have been the only reason for this 
change.  As the largest influx of German immigrants to the United States occurred in the 
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Figure 5: Change over time of the ratio of German to English being used as the language 
of gravestone inscriptions, Holy Cross Cemetery, Baltimore. (Graph created by author) 
 
nineteenth century, especially the early to mid-nineteenth century, by the middle of the 
twentieth century many German-Americans were already identifying themselves more as 
Americans than Germans (Cunz 1948:402). 
During the last third of the nineteenth century, German-Americans enjoyed their 
most influential period in the United States, and especially in Baltimore.  The German 
element was so strong in this city that the German language was taught in many public 
schools.  The high enrollment of German immigrants in these public schools led to the 
closing of most of the German parochial schools by the end of the nineteenth century.  
Although these dual-language public schools enjoyed a brief period of high popularity, 
by the first decade of the twentieth century their popularity had waned, and with the start 
of World War I they disappeared off the records completely. Thus, it was ironically the 
very strength of the German-American influence during the end of the nineteenth century 
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that led to the gradual loss of the German language in both parochial and public schools 
(Cunz 1948:334-336).    
 If English, rather than German, was the language children were being taught to 
read and write in school, this may also be a reason why the gravestones were no longer 
written in German.  If not proof that they were necessarily assimilating to the mainstream 
Protestant American culture, the majority of German Catholics, at least in the German 
parish of Holy Cross, had assimilated themselves with the mainstream Catholic Church 
by adopting English as the language of their gravestone inscriptions by the end of World 
War II. 
The push to assimilate to the English language and the tension between remaining 
German or assimilating can clearly be seen in two examples from the Baltimore 
cemetery.  First, is the case of the Drechsler family, or was that the Drexler family?  The 
Drechsler/Drexler family has four gravestones in the Holy Cross Cemetery, containing 
the inscriptions for a total of nine individuals, with dates of death ranging from 1918 to 
2005 (Figures 6 and 7).  During this time period, the name changed from the traditional 
German spelling of “Drechsler” to the Americanized spelling “Drexler.”  Assuming that 
all the gravestones were carved in the year of death of each person, the name change 
happened in a short period between 1936 and 1939.  This does correspond closely with 
the beginning of World War II, so the name change may in fact have occurred at this 
time.  Scholarship suggests that many German-Americans decided, for various reasons, to 
Anglicize their family names well before the outbreak of the two world wars.  The anti-
German sentiments during the war period provided the impetus for many of the 
remaining German-Americans to follow suit (Parsons 1976:232). 
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Figures 6 and 7: Gravestones of Drechsler/Drexler family, Holy Cross Cemetery, 
Baltimore. (Photos taken by author) 
 
The second case of interest in the Holy Cross Cemetery is another one dealing 
with language.  This time, it is with the language used in the inscription of Joseph 
Mueller, as compared to that of his wife, Catherine Mueller.  Joseph Mueller, who died in 
1871, has an inscription which reads, “Hier ruhet unser geliebte Gatte und Vater, Joseph 
Mueller, Geboren den Maertz 1, 1830, Gestorben den November 11, 1871, In Frieden 
ruhe seine Asche.“  [Here rests our beloved spouse and father, Joseph Mueller, born the 
March 1, 1830, died the November 11, 1871, in peace rest his ashes.]  As people do not 
usually design their own gravestone inscriptions, these words were most likely chosen by 
his wife.  As can be seen in the translation, there was a bit of confusion when it came to 
writing the date in German.  Instead of the correct German form, which would have read 
“den 1. Maertz 1830” [the first of March 1830] or “den 11. November 1871” [the 
eleventh of November 1871] the date was written in the American format of, “Month, 
Day, Year,” but still using the German article “den” [the] to precede it.  The inscription 
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with grammatical errors was carved during the peak of German-language popularity in 
the public schools.  This example clearly displays that, despite all efforts to retain the 
German language, the pressure from other Americans to assimilate added confusion and 
tension to these attempts.  
An even more potent sign of assimilation is apparent in what happened when the 
wife, Catherine Mueller, died, and it was time for her children to design her inscription.  
It reads, “Here rests, Our dear Mother, Catherine Mueller, Born, October 17, 1830, Died, 
February 14, 1914, Rest in peace.”  The form is almost exactly the same as that for her 
husband, but the language used is English, instead of German.  There are several possible 
reasons for this.  First, World War I broke out in 1914 (although not until July); secondly, 
Catherine Mueller died forty-three years after her husband.  By then most children of 
German Catholic immigrants were schooled primarily in English.  That the inscriptions 
are so similar, however, suggests that they probably still understood German, even if they 
chose not to employ it in the inscription for their mother.  The only change is that the 
phrase “Rest in Peace” is used instead of the more traditional German “In Frieden ruhe 
ihre Asche” [in peace rest her ashes].   
Several other minor grammar mistakes attest to the gradual change from German 
to English, both through Americanization and also the very real loss of German language 
abilities, whether on the part of the gravestone carver or those commissioning the stone.  
The gravestone of Anna Romer contains the sentiment “Friede Ihre Asche” [Peace to her 
ashes] which should read “Friede Ihrer Asche.”  Another gravestone reads, “Wenzel 
Tauber, Geboren, den 10ten October 1860. Gestorben, den 30ten April 1910. Alte 50 
yahre.” [Wenzel Tauber, born, the 10th of October 1860.  Died, the 30th of April 1910.  
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Aged 50 years.]  In his case, October should be spelled with a “k,” Oktober, and “yahre” 
[year] should be spelled with a “j,” jahre (Figure 8).  Theresa Kocher’s gravestone also 
shows some confusion in writing dates.  It reads, “Hier Ruht, Theresa Kocher, Geb. July 
15, 1888, Ges. Oct. 14, 1908.” [Here rests, Theresa Kocher, Born July 15, 1888, Died 
October 14, 1908.]  Here again, the Oct. should read “Okt.,” July should read “Juli,” and 
the dates are written in the American format, although in the German language (Figure 
9). I find these subtle examples of error and more obvious examples of complete 
language and name spelling change to be a particularly poignant display of the 
complexities of German Catholic assimilation in Baltimore.  
   
Figures 8 and 9: Grammatical mistakes on gravestones in Holy Cross Cemetery, 
Baltimore. (Photos taken by author) 
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RICHMOND – HOLY CROSS CEMETERY 
 St. Mary’s Cemetery was consecrated in 1874 as the cemetery for the German 
parish of St. Mary’s in Richmond.  In 1924, the cemetery changed names to Holy Cross 
Cemetery, and its use expanded to include all Catholics in Richmond.  The distinguishing 
feature of this cemetery, unlike the use of the German language we see in Baltimore, is 
the inclusion of a German birthplace in the inscriptions (Figure 10). 
Holy Cross Cemetery, Richmond
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Figure 10: Change over time of presence or absence of place of German origin on 
inscription, Holy Cross Cemetery, Richmond.. (Graph created by author) 
 
 There is a substantial decline in the number of gravestones exhibiting a place of 
German origin in the twentieth century.  This is to be expected, as the greatest waves of 
German immigration to the United States occurred in the nineteenth century.  It is 
possible that the later gravestones do not display a birthplace because the individuals 
were born in the United States.  What is significant about the displays of birthplace, 
therefore, is less that they disappear later, but that they exist at all, and in which form.  A 
clear majority of the gravestones which have an inscription that includes a birthplace use 
the word “Germany.”  Most give more specific information, usually the specific state, but 
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sometimes even the smaller town or village of origin (Figures 11 and 12).  I propose that 
the usage of “Germany” on the majority of inscriptions shows the creation of an 
“imagined community” (Anderson 1991) among German Catholics in Richmond.  Upon 
reaching the United States, while their local identity was still important, these German 
Catholic immigrants now wished to identify themselves with a larger concept of 
“Germany.”  As a majority of the gravestones listing birthplace pre-date 1910, it is likely 
that at least some of these individuals immigrated before the official German unification 
in 1871.  Upon reaching the shores of the United States, these German Catholics found 
that they shared much more in common in terms of language and customs, but also in 
terms of religious practices, with other German Catholics than with groups of Catholics 
from other countries.  Therefore, the need to assert their “German” identity became 
greater, and this can be seen through their gravestones.   
 
   
Figures 11 and 12: Gravestones exhibiting German birthplaces including region 
and country. (Photos taken by author) 
 38 
 
Keeping ties with the fatherland alive was also important to German-Americans, 
especially during the final decades of the nineteenth century.  The most frequent visits 
back home were made in the first year after emigration, to find a wife or bring back the 
rest of the family, or after retirement age had been reached (Kamphoefner 1988:299).  
Visits were also made at other times, however, as is displayed through the gravestone 
inscription of Hermann Boehling, who died on August 19, 1891, while on a visit back to 
his hometown of Heeke, Germany (Figure 13). 
  
 
Figure 13: Gravestone exhibiting transatlantic contact after emigration. (Photo 
taken by author) 
 
 
Aside from one gravestone with a German inscription (Figure 14), inscribing a 
place of German origin was the only way German-Catholics in St. Mary’s/Holy Cross 
Cemetery displayed their German collective identity.  When compared with the use in 
Baltimore of the German language, this does not show the maintenance, or attempted 
maintenance, of a shared German identity over a long period of time.  Listing a place of 
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German origin allowed only the immigrating generation to display ties to their homeland.  
Thus we see this one marker of German identity disappearing by 1910, a few decades 
earlier than in Baltimore.  It was also easier to see the tension and conflict that occurred 
with attempting to maintain a German identity in Baltimore, compared to Richmond.  
Was the second generation in Richmond already so Americanized that they felt no need 
to express a German identity on their gravestones?  I propose that because Baltimore is a 
larger city and the seat of an archdiocese, Germans there felt a stronger pressure to 
construct a firmly German identity in opposition to that of other Catholics.  If they had 
not done so, they felt that their specific German Catholic practices would be threatened, 
and they would lose members to other faiths. 
In Richmond, I suggest that these outside pressures were not quite as strong.  
True, German Catholic immigrants pushed for their own ethnic parish, but as stated 
above, membership declined in the early twentieth century, leading to the parish’s 
eventual closure in 1937.  Although the first generation of German immigrants found it 
extremely important to establish a German ethnic parish, lest German Catholics be lost to 
other denominations where they could worship in their native tongue, I propose that by 
the time of the second and third generation immigrants, the majority had assimilated 
within the mainstream Catholic Church.  The parish of St. Mary’s only remained open as 
long as it did to let the older generation live out the remainder of their days in the old 
church.  Thus it appears evident that the children had already moved on to English-
speaking Catholic churches, and thus it is logical that the cemetery opened to accept 
members of all Catholic churches in Richmond in 1924.    
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Figure 14: Only gravestone with German inscription in Holy Cross Cemetery, 
Richmond. (Photo by author) 
 
 
 
GETTYSBURG – ST. FRANCIS XAVIER CEMETERY 
 An analysis of St. Francis Xavier Cemetery in Gettysburg reveals many last 
names of German origin.  The analysis also shows that, as far as gravestone inscriptions 
are concerned, by the early twentieth century there was a loss of any other connections to 
a German identity on the gravestones other than the last names.  Twenty gravestones, 
representing a total of 29 individuals, were recorded from the St. Francis Xavier 
Cemetery.  Of these individuals, ten exhibit a death date previous to 1905, and of these 
ten, half the inscriptions name a German place of origin. For example, the inscriptions of 
John S. Eisamon, who died in 1810, and Valentine Werner, who died in 1835, announce 
that they were born in Bavaria.  Those of Anna Maria Doersom, who died in 1880, and 
Anna Barbara Schmidt, who died in 1882, say they came from Hesse-Darmstadt, as does 
the one of John Becker, who died in 1904, although he also includes Schonberg, his town 
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of origin.  All of these inscriptions include the word “Germany” in describing where the 
individual was born, which is important considering that two of the individuals died 
before there even was a united German nation.  Eisamon and Werner were originally 
from Bavaria, a strongly Catholic area that was not officially and politically connected 
with the rest of what is now Germany until after the Franco-Prussian war in 1871.  
Although a large percentage of the gravestone inscriptions before 1905 show a 
remembrance of German heritage, those afterwards show nothing to mark German 
identity other than the last names.  As the majority of Germans immigrated in the 
nineteenth century, it is perhaps not surprising that there is a lack of identification with 
the “Vaterland,” at least in terms of gravestone inscriptions, after this time. 
 A similar incident to the one found in Holy Cross Cemetery in Baltimore of name 
spelling change was also found in St. Francis Xavier Cemetery.  It was the early time 
period of this change that I found striking.  Mary Krixer died on January 4, 1882, nine 
years after her husband, Philip Krickser, passed away on February 16, 1873.  The two 
inscriptions are carved on separate marble gravestones, but they are set in the same base 
stone and are inscribed in the exact same format, except for the name change (Figure 
15).  As with the husband-wife pair in Holy Cross Cemetery in Baltimore, the name 
change here probably lies in the identity of which family member was commissioning the 
gravestone.  In all likelihood, Mary Krixer (Krickser) commissioned the gravestone for 
her husband, while her children commissioned her stone.  Since St. Francis Xavier 
Church opened as a mixed ethnic parish, even if the German language did have a great 
influence on the beginnings of the church, the influence of the German language on 
subsequent generations of Catholics of German origin in Gettysburg was likely not as 
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strong as those in cities with a strong German ethnic parish.  This explanation is further 
demonstrated by the fact that even the two gravestones of individuals who died while 
sermons were still being given in German at the church were inscribed in English.  I 
suggest that because the German Catholics of this parish felt no threat to their 
accustomed way of life, they were more open to accepting the language and customs of 
the mainstream American Catholic Church. 
 
 
Figure 15: Gravestone exhibiting Americanization of last name spelling, St. Francis 
Xavier Cemetery, Gettysburg, PA. (Photo taken by author) 
 
 
ORRTANNA (BUCHANAN VALLEY) - ST. IGNATIUS LOYOLA CEMETERY 
St. Ignatius Loyola Church is located about 15 miles outside of Gettysburg, in 
rural Orrtanna, also known as Buchanan Valley.  As the church is not located in a city, 
the cemetery is located on the same plot of land.  Here the only sign of German identity 
to be found is in the last names on the gravestones.  In some cases, even the last names 
have lost their German spelling.  The most prevalent case of name changing is with the 
Kohl/Cole family.  Unlike the other two cases seen above, with this family, the name did 
not change to an Americanized spelling at a certain time point and then remain that way.  
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There are at least twenty gravestones with the name Cole/Kohl on them, but the last name 
does not follow any visible set pattern of change.  In fact, out of the five Kohl/Cole 
gravestones from which I gathered data, the name actually has the Americanized spelling 
in the nineteenth century, but then the German one in the twentieth century (Figures 16 
and 17).  The first name I recorded from the Kohl/Cole family was Mary E. Cole, who 
died in 1870.  Then there was Charlie Cole, who died in 1898.  However, then the wife of 
Jacob Kohl died in 1912, and he passed away in 1926.  The most recent appearance of 
“Kohl” was on Pearl Kohl Sneeringer’s gravestone.  She passed away in 1973. 
 
   
Figures 16 and 17: Gravestones exhibiting the Cole/Kohl last name, St. Ignatius Loyola 
Cemetery, Orrtanna, PA. (Photos taken by author) 
 
What do these inconsistent name changes tell us?  It is hard to be sure, but most 
likely different branches of the Kohl/Cole family made personal, individualized decisions 
as to the inscription on their gravestones.  In any case, as with St. Francis Xavier 
Cemetery, we do not see a strong German collective identity being expressed.  I propose 
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the same argument for this cemetery as for the one in Gettysburg, that the German 
Catholics in Pennsylvania felt no threat against their accustomed way of life, especially in 
such a rural area as Orrtanna.  Unlike in cities, where the tension to assimilate created 
resistance, in Pennsylvania German Catholics felt the liberty to assimilate or not as they 
wished.  The fact that the Kohl/Cole name does not change spelling at a set date, but its 
usage fluctuates through time, shows that both identities were able to exist 
simultaneously within this community.  That the use of a German last name is the only 
marker of German identity to be found in St. Francis Xavier Cemetery attests to a 
relatively painless assimilation into the mainstream American Catholic Church.  The 
missing tension that is exhibited in the Baltimore and Richmond cemeteries allowed for 
this type of unproblematic assimilation, which allowed for expressions of German 
identity to coexist beside the mainstream American culture.   
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CHAPTER 5 
Analysis of Findings 
 
Varying degrees of a German collective identity were constructed, expressed, and 
reinforced in distinct ways in each of the four cemeteries studied.  In Baltimore, I found 
the use of the German language as the primary marker of German identity.  In Richmond, 
a German birthplace was often included on gravestones.  In Pennsylvania, only minimal 
markers of German identity were apparent.  I have argued above that the signs of German 
identity in the Baltimore cemetery show the strongest tendency to form and express a 
German collective identity, whereas the ones in Richmond show this to a lesser degree, 
and the ones in Pennsylvania show few signs that constructing and expressing a German 
collective identity was important.  I argue that these differences are a result of historical 
and situational forces working upon the German-American Catholics in each community.  
To gain the fullest understanding of the identity formation processes here at work, the 
different reactions to immigration must therefore be observed within their specific space-
time contexts. 
Fredrik Barth (1969:33) postulates three ways that new groups might seek 
participation and acceptance within a host society.  First, a group can attempt to become 
incorporated into the host society.  When a group takes this route, Barth (1969:33) states 
that this ethnic group will be “denuded of its source of internal diversification and will 
probably remain as a culturally conservative, low-articulating ethnic group with low rank 
in the larger social system.”  Secondly, a group can accept a “minority” status, by which 
they seek to minimize their disadvantages by placing all cultural markers within sectors 
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of non-articulation.  They also will participate in the host society, and will eventually be 
completely assimilated.  The third strategy emphasizes their ethnic identity and seeks to 
achieve specific rights.  Groups pursuing this option will seek to establish new spheres of 
activity within the host society to better suit their needs.  This may lead to the rise of 
nativism and the establishment of new states (Barth 1969:33). 
I suggest that the German Catholics in Pennsylvania followed the first method of 
interacting with a host society, while those in Baltimore and Richmond followed the 
third.  However, I believe in this case the results were somewhat different than those 
anticipated by Barth.  It is clear that German Catholics in Pennsylvania came to exhibit 
their German identity in “low-articulating” ways (Barth 1969:33), i.e., not in textual 
expressions such as on gravestones.  However, it does not appear, as Barth would predict, 
that their German identity was a marker of low rank.  I believe instead that from the 
outset, German traditions were able to peacefully coexist beside American ones, which 
led to a gradual and harmonious amalgamation of this German heritage into American 
culture.  I argue that, instead of giving the German Catholics in Pennsylvania a low rank 
in the wider society, this peaceful and gradual method of assimilation allowed them to 
function equally alongside other Catholics in the area. 
German Catholics in Richmond and Baltimore follow Barth’s third strategy, 
because they sought special privileges to establish their own ethnic parishes.  Where 
Barth discusses the formation of new states, I would like to draw upon this model on the 
smaller scale of the American Catholic Church hierarchy.  Germans emphasized their 
ethnic boundaries by pushing for the establishment of their own parishes.  However, this 
was only successful for a limited period after which the work of other social and 
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historical forces caused the decline of this resistance.  In the case of all four communities 
studied, Barth’s model of varying results when ethnic groups encounter a host society can 
be applied, although social and historical forces must also be taken into account.  Recent 
scholarship on identity and ethnicity in anthropology and archaeology will help us to 
further analyze these cemeteries. 
Joane Nagel (1994:153) asserts that the fundamental facets of ethnicity lie in the 
construction of boundaries and the production of meaning.  In my research, a literal, as 
well as metaphorical, boundary does exist:  that within the cemetery walls.  Whether or 
not an ethnic parish was formed, with an accompanying cemetery which interred only the 
remains of certain people based on a common ancestry, is important in understanding 
whether an exclusive “German” collective identity was constructed or not.  Therefore, 
based on the cemeteries I studied, the German Catholics in Baltimore and Richmond 
constructed a strong and exclusive German identity, while those in Pennsylvania did not.  
Meaning was produced through the commissioning of gravestones.  What each individual 
commissioner decided to have inscribed on the gravestone of their family member speaks 
strongly to what they viewed the identity of themselves and that of their loved one to be.   
Instead of viewing German identity as something biological and immutable, it 
must be recognized at the outset that it is a socially constructed phenomenon that is 
historically- and geographically-contingent.  Research in anthropology in the distant past 
held that ethnicity and identity were biological features that an individual was simply 
born possessing and could not change.  Now they are viewed as social and processual 
forces (Meskell 2006:131).  These forces can be observed to a certain extent objectively 
through gravestones, as these are physical relics which remain open to observation by the 
 48 
 
senses.  Using this model of identity as a fluid and permeable construct, recent research 
has focused on searching for identity within smaller local contexts (Meskell 2006:127).  
My research also takes this approach.  I focused on four very specific communities and 
examined the construction of identity in each place based on its historical context.   
Within the specific contexts of the four communities I studied, conflicts between 
German and non-German groups within the Catholic Church played a vital role in the 
development of collective “German” identities.  As Nagel (1994:153) argues:  “The 
location and meaning of particular ethnic boundaries are continuously negotiated, 
revised, and revitalized, both by ethnic group members themselves as well as by outside 
observers.”  When it came to struggles for power and recognition of ethnic rights within 
the Catholic Church, I would argue that these were outside forces, not just “outside 
observers,” that affected the formation of a German identity.  For the cemeteries I studied 
in cities, these Catholics were much nearer to conflicts over who had power in the 
hierarchy of the Catholic Church, and thereby felt their specific way of practicing 
Catholicism was being threatened.  They therefore took measures, by pushing for the 
establishment of ethnic parishes and parochial schools, to keep these traditions alive.  
This collective action caused German-American Catholics to form what Nagel 
(1994:166) refers to as “cultures of solidarity,” by which she suggests “the emergence of 
a collective consciousness and shared meanings that result from engaging in collective 
action,” creating a shared culture that did not exist among them before their arrival in the 
United States.   
I argue that the general feelings of toleration, both religious and ethnic, that 
existed in rural areas of Pennsylvania, led to a more gradual and harmonious assimilation 
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of the German-American Catholics there.  Although less overt markers of a German 
identity are displayed on their gravestones, it is likely that German-American Catholics in 
Pennsylvania, at least within the first few generations after immigration, still identified 
with both cultures.  What makes them different from German-American Catholics in the 
cities is that they felt secure enough in their Catholic faith and the mixed ethnic parish, 
which they shared with various other groups of Catholics, to drop any other overt signs of 
loyalty to a German heritage on their gravestones other than their last names.   
If conflicts with other Catholic groups did indeed have a great effect on forming 
German Catholics’ ethnic identity upon their reaching the United States, it makes sense 
that Baltimore, being a bigger city and also the seat of an archdiocese, fostered more 
inter-ethnic tensions in the Catholic Church than did Richmond.  It would thus follow 
that German Catholics in Baltimore felt their way of life even more threatened than did 
those in Richmond.  As I have previously mentioned, using language on gravestones is a 
longer-lasting form of identifying with a German ethnicity than naming a birthplace in 
Germany.  In a location like Baltimore, where conflicts with other groups, especially the 
Irish, within the Catholic Church initially had the greatest effect on the formation of a 
German identity, it seems appropriate that this is also the cemetery with the greatest 
inconsistency in use of the German language.  We see here, aptly displayed through 
language, the tension between those who fought to keep the language alive and those who 
were being assimilated into the mainstream American culture.  It is possible that some 
felt pressured to keep commissioning inscriptions in the German language, even though 
their language skills were lacking, as evidenced by the many interesting grammatical 
mistakes.   
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The cemetery in Richmond, Virginia, with its frequent displays of a German 
birthplace within the immigrant generation, occupies a middle ground between Baltimore 
and Pennsylvania.  Although Baltimore’s use of language demonstrates a stronger 
German collective identity, the presence of a German birthplace demonstrates a stronger 
ethnic identity in Richmond than in Pennsylvania.  Richmond was the seat of a diocese as 
of 1820, so it was closer to the political affairs of the Catholic Church than rural 
Pennsylvania.  German Catholics in this area also felt the need to establish their own 
ethnic parish, thus showing that rapid assimilation was feared.  That a collective identity 
was formed within the first generation of immigrants is clear, but how long that identity 
lasted after this generation is difficult to measure.  Certainly, by the time of World War 
II, the German-American Catholics here had been fully assimilated into the mainstream 
American Catholic Church, and their ethnic parish was closed.  This assimilation is aptly 
displayed through the opening of Holy Cross Cemetery to members of all Catholic 
parishes, after which point German last names can be seen neatly dispersed on 
gravestones among those of Irish, English, and Italian heritage.  Here, in the first 
generation, forming a strong ethnic identity based on a notion of a unified “Germany” 
seemed the best way for the German Catholic immigrants to preserve their way of life 
after arrival in Richmond.  Although an ethnic parish was created, within a few 
generations the demand for this ethnic isolation had decreased.  A possible reason for this 
decline is that in Richmond, a smaller city than Baltimore, German-Americans had more 
frequent daily contact with people of non-German heritage, which led to a faster 
assimilation.  
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In Pennsylvania, especially in the rural areas in and around Gettysburg, the 
politics of the Catholic Church were further away from home.  The religious toleration in 
the area did not make the Germans feel their identity was threatened, which led to a more 
gradual assimilation and fewer signs of German identity on their gravestones.  I argue, 
therefore, that the seemingly random or even counterintuitive variations of the Kohl/Cole 
last name are geographically contingent.  The strong German identity which was formed 
in Baltimore, and to a lesser degree in Richmond, was a result of conflicts with other 
Catholic groups working upon the German Catholics in these places and causing them to 
construct a German collective identity as a way to preserve their culture and traditions.  
In Pennsylvania, however, especially rural Pennsylvania, German Catholics did not feel 
this pressure.  They were thus able to assimilate into the mainstream culture without the 
same degree of resistance.  In fact, I argue that their German traditions were probably 
assimilated into American ones to create a unique amalgamation of the two cultures.   
This study articulates current conversations within anthropology regarding ethnic 
identity formation, while my focus on gravestones also links this research to material 
culture and archaeology.  David Lowenthal (1985:245) argues for the efficacy of 
archaeology in adding to modern discussions on identity, saying that while “history and 
memory usually come in the guise of stories which the mind must purposefully filter; 
physical relics remain directly available to our senses.”  Gravestones don’t lie.  They are 
literally “written in stone.”  They form the link between the subjective world of 
expression and the objective world of the senses. 
A useful model for interpreting my research within an archaeological framework 
is to utilize the notion of materiality.  An object’s materiality challenges archaeologists to 
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take into account that material culture can influence subsequent ideas and expressions in 
the same way that ideas and expressions influence the initial production of material 
culture.  In other words, there is a two-way street between objective materials and their 
subjective expressions (Meskell 2002:293).  In terms of gravestones, the ideas of 
individuals shape what is inscribed on gravestones.  Then members of the community 
visit the cemetery, whether for funerals or on other occasions, and their later expressions 
of themselves are influenced by what they have seen on the gravestones.  As gravestones 
are continuously engraved over time, this recursivity of materials creates a continuous 
dialogue between the subjective ideas of the German Catholics and their objective 
expression in gravestones.   
This materiality played a big role in the way German gravestones developed over 
time.  The fact that historical contexts also contributed to these changes must, however, 
not be overlooked.  Just as the practice of visiting cemeteries played a role in the display 
of German identity on new gravestones, so did other outside forces, including aspects of 
the mainstream Catholic and American culture working on German-Americans’ 
quotidian life, as well as anti-German sentiments during the two world wars. 
As previously stated, the construction of an ethnic identity is time- and space-
specific.  Therefore, when a feature is observed in more than one cemetery, such as the 
Americanization of last names, it was not necessarily caused by the same factors in both 
places.  In Baltimore, I argue that the change between Drechsler and Drexler occurred 
because German Catholics there had created tensions between themselves and the 
mainstream American society by pushing for their own ethnic parish and maintaining 
their language and traditions.  With the outbreak of World War I, these tendencies were 
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viewed with suspicion.  In rural Pennsylvania, on the other hand, the atmosphere of 
toleration allowed individuals within the mixed ethnic parish to make personal decisions, 
which were less motivated by outside social or historical forces, as to whether they would 
engrave Kohl or Cole on their gravestone.  Therefore in Baltimore, when we see a name 
change to an Americanized spelling, this means that there was outside pressure to 
assimilate.  In Pennsylvania, it was a more individualized decision that did not stay 
constant over the wider community through time. 
All of these theories and models help to shape a meaningful analysis of the 
gravestones of these German-American Catholics.  By looking at each community in its 
own specific space-time context, these findings can add to the discourse on assimilation 
and Americanization after immigration to the United States.  The analysis put to use in 
this thesis can also help form later discourses in current debates about immigration and 
identity politics today. 
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Conclusion 
 
 Much research has been done in the fields of sociology, history, and social history 
on immigration in the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries.  Only recently have the 
fields of anthropology and archaeology started to join the contemporary debates 
concerning American immigration and identity politics.  In terms of German 
immigration, most research has either focused on German Protestants, or the German 
Catholics who settled in the American Midwest.   
 This thesis sought to bring together the field of American immigration study, 
which is often pursued by historians and sociologists, with that of gravestone studies.  It 
also sought to further the research on German Catholic immigration to the United States, 
and to link this to the study of historical archaeology.  Not only did I hope to further the 
scholarship on German Catholic immigration, but also to connect this to contemporary 
debates within the field of immigration studies. 
  Much contemporary scholarship is being conducted concerning modern 
immigrant groups, such as Asians and Hispanics (Rumbaut 2001).  This thesis attempted 
to create a model for interpreting the effects of immigration through material culture.  By 
using a group which immigrated in the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, I hoped 
to provide a model which can be used by scholars pursuing more recent immigration 
patterns in examining through material culture the construction of collective identities 
upon arrival in the United States.   
            Through the study of these various gravestones in several towns and cities, I have 
formed an argument as to the effects of immigrating to the United States on various 
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people of German descent.  I examined how they either formed, or did not form, a strong 
German ethnic identity after arrival, largely depending on outside forces.  These forces 
were not only those of the mainstream American population, which was Protestant and 
Anglo-Saxon, but also the non-German members of the Catholic Church.  I discovered 
the expression of German identity in different ways in each cemetery.  The strongest 
expression was in the Holy Cross Cemetery in Baltimore, Maryland, whose German 
Catholics had the closest link to outside pressure through conflicts with Irish Catholics, 
through the use of the German language on inscriptions.  Then followed St. Mary’s 
Cemetery (which later became Holy Cross Cemetery) in Richmond, Virginia, where the 
frequent presence of a German birthplace showed the formation of a strong collective 
identity, at least within the immigrant generation.  Both cemeteries in rural southeastern 
Pennsylvania, St. Francis Xavier and St. Ignatius Loyola, showed few markers of a 
German collective identity.  I attributed this to the relatively tolerant attitude towards 
religion in rural Pennsylvania, which caused Germans to harmoniously accept and 
integrate the English language and American culture with their own German traditions. 
 The findings in this honors thesis are useful for furthering the conversation on 
what factors are necessary to form specific ethnic boundaries, how these boundaries 
evolve over time, and how they can be exhibited through material culture.  Barth’s (1969) 
theories on how various ethnic groups can react on contact with a host society helped 
shape this part of my thesis.  By showing how the collective identities observed in the 
cemeteries I studied were spatially and historically specific, I also showed how they were 
fluid and permeable social constructs.  This furthers the theory in recent anthropological 
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scholarship which states that identity is not a biological factor that remains unchanged 
through outside forces (Meskell 2006:131). 
My research can also add to current conversations in the discipline of historical 
archaeology.  Historical archaeology has a lot to offer to the study of the formation of 
collective identities by immigrants, as material culture, unlike written records or oral 
accounts, can be observed objectively.  Gravestones link these objective and subjective 
worlds, as they offer an excellent way to examine material culture within a textual 
context.  As what is inscribed on gravestones stays constant through time, and they are 
also concretely set in space, they provide the perfect way to study the evolution of 
identity in a localized setting, where the spatial and historical context can be taken into 
account.   
Using the theory of materiality, as set forth by Meskell (2002), has also helped 
shape my thesis.  In examining the various markers of identity and assimilation in the 
four cemeteries studied, it was very useful to interpret the gravestones while keeping in 
mind the recursivity of materials.  Thus, by taking into account that there existed a 
continuous dialogue between the commissioning of gravestones and how they affected 
the ideas of a collective identity that the German-American Catholics in each area 
formed, I was able to interpret the same features differently for each cemetery depending 
on the specific context.  The most obvious example was in the Americanization of last 
names.  Whereas in Baltimore this showed the workings of outside forces in a negative 
fashion upon the German ethnic identity, in Pennsylvania this furthered my theory of a 
harmonious assimilation that allowed for individualized decisions, apart from a collective 
consciousness, when it came to the creation of gravestones.  
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Although my findings have been fascinating, there is much room for further 
research.  It would be very interesting to research other facets of Catholic German-
American culture in the United States, to see whether this information corroborates the 
site-specific thesis that I have formed.  While gravestones serve as an ideal aspect of 
material culture to examine, both through their easy accessibility and strict control of 
time, it would also be useful to see how Catholic German-Americans expressed their 
identity within the home.  When all forms of German identity cease to be found on 
gravestones, does the same follow within the household?  Can the tensions evident in the 
grammatical errors seen in the Holy Cross Cemetery in Baltimore be seen reflected in any 
other documents?  A microstudy, like that conducted by Robert Fitts for an Italian 
immigrant family, would further broaden my findings.  Also, conducting an ethnographic 
study, by interviewing members of these German descendent communities, would add 
valuable evidence for the continuation of this study.  An analysis of all these factors 
would help to further the discussion of how immigrant groups react upon arriving in a 
new country and interacting with the host society.   
 I argue that my thesis is useful in today’s identity politics because it gives a model 
of how identity was constructed in localized, historically contingent ways.  Through 
gravestones, the changes in this identity were observed through time.  I think this thesis 
adds to the scholarship on identity and ethnicity, and can be used in current discussions 
on identity issues.  Although my argument is location- and time-specific, similar issues 
can no doubt be observed in other immigrant situations.  Whenever people immigrate, 
there are always outside forces working in various ways to either bring people together or 
draw them apart and assimilate them into the host society.  This study offers an analysis 
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of the way the effects of these forces can be viewed through material culture.  Not only 
does my thesis tie into work on identity formation in an anthropological framework, but 
the use of gravestones and the model of materiality connects my research to historical 
archaeology as well.  Thus the analysis presented in my thesis furthers the ongoing cross-
disciplinary discussion concerning the construction of immigrant identity.   
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APPENDIX 
Tables of Gravestone Data 
 
Baltimore, Maryland – Holy Cross Cemetery 
 
 Name M/F Birth Date Death Date 
Language 
of 
Inscription 
1 Petter Berwanger M Sept. 20, 1887 Jul. 14, 1911 G 
2 Anna Romer F Feb. 2, 1858 Mar. 18, 1913 G 
3 Barbara Magyar F Jun. 24, 1880 Sept. 10, 1911 G 
4 Anna Wahrung F Jan. 28, 1897 Mar. 9, 1910 G 
5 Wenzel Tauber M Oct. 10, 1860 Apr. 30, 1910 G 
6 Theresa Kocher M Jul. 15, 1888 Oct. 14, 1908 G 
7a Peter Merzendorf M Sep. 29, 1867 May 9, 1930 E 
7b 
Elizabeth Wagner 
Merzendorf F Aug. 19, 1884 Mar. 20, 1957 E 
8a Peter N. Wendling M Sept. 8, 1880 Jan. 1, 1964 G 
8b Susanna Wendling F May 11, 1883 Jan. 10, 1962 G 
8c Elizabeth H. Wendling F Jun. 16, 1917 Jun. 26, 1931 G 
9a Raymond R. Buschmann M 1875 1931 CT 
9b Agnes H. Buschmann F 1877 1967 CT 
10a Mary R. Schultz F 1893 1978 CT 
10b James Schultz M 1889 1958 CT 
11 Barbara Feimer F Jul. 7, 1889 Feb. 3, 1915 G 
12 Katharina Schneider F Aug. 15, 1880 Nov. 9, 1916 G 
13 Johann Feimer M Oct. 12, 1901 Nov. 5, 1915 G 
14 Wilhelm Noll M Feb. 17, 1868 Mar. 27, 1917 G 
15a Susanna Hubich F Mar. 12, 1880 Feb. 5, 1936 E 
15b Peter Hubich M Oct. 29, 1879 Mar. 7, 1939 E 
16a Ignatius Kloster M 1894 1935 E 
16b Barbara Kloster F 1901 1985 E 
17a Helena Wenger F 1869 1954 CT 
17b Jacob Wenger M 1871 1932 CT 
18 Agnes Fliegl Leisegg F 1879 1961 CT 
19 Peter Superov M May 22, 1866 Jun. 23, 1925 G 
20 Adam Feimer M Dec. 18, 1918 Dec. 30, 1927 G 
21 Mathias Muller M Feb. 16, 1882 Dec. 20, 1926 G 
22 Magdalen Heim F Unknown Jan. 5, 1927 G 
23a Peter Heim M 1886 1959 E 
23b Albert J. Heinrich M 1921 1980 E 
24 Baby Heinrich M Sept. 28, 1946 Sept. 28, 1946 CT 
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25 Max Holzinger M May 12, 1889 Feb. 8, 1933 E 
26a Katharina Anhalt F Nov. 25, 1862 May 21, 1934 G 
26b George Anhalt M Jul. 4, 1862 Unknown G 
27a Johann Lössel M May 2, 1830 Nov. 13, 1883 G 
27b Margaretha Lössel F Mar. 27, 1821 Oct. 19, 1888 G 
28a John Kaufmann M Nov. 9, 1881 Feb. 23, 1945 E 
28b Anna M. Kaufmann F Jul. 3, 1882 May 23, 1916 E 
28c Sophia Kaufmann F Jul. 19, 1912 Aug. 3, 1912 E 
28d Baby Garst Kaufmann M Dec. 28, 1942 Dec. 28, 1942 E 
29a 
Rev. August Leo 
Abendschoen M 1927 1982 E 
29b Elizabeth M. Abendschoen F 1897 1985 E 
29c Leo G. Abendschoen M 1895 1992 E 
29d George M. Abendschoen  M 1872 1917 E 
29e Barbara S. Abendschoen F 1875 1963 E 
29f 
Agnes A. Rennie 
Abendschoen F 1911 1966 E 
30a Mathias Lieb M Jun. 13, 1865 Feb. 4, 1921 G 
30b Josepha Lieb F 1866 1948 CT 
31 Cristian Lieb M Jul. 10, 1887 Oct. 18, 1916 G 
32a Abloniga Ludwig F 1855 1936 CT 
32b Dominic Ludwig M 1901 Unknown CT 
33a Klaudius Fusskeller M 1866 1937 E 
33b Susanna Fusskeller F 1862 1951 E 
34a George Schmitt M Mar. 7, 1865 Mar. 29, 1914 E 
34b Caroline Schmitt F Dec. 11, 1874 Nov. 1, 1952 E 
35a Nikolaus Oswald M Dec. 22, 1866 Dec. 25, 1922 G 
35b Margarete Oswald F Apr. 14, 1869 Feb. 16, 1942 G 
36a Margaretta Weber Schmitt F Dec. 23, 1863 Sept. 24, 1929 E 
36b Eva Weber Martin F Jul. 26, 1897 Jun. 15, 1955 E 
37a Joseph A. Fried M 1905 Unknown E 
37b Frances A. Fried F 1900 1945 E 
37c A. Gertrude Fried F 1910 1941 E 
37d Anna M. Fried F 1880 1971 E 
37e Frank A. Fried M 1875 1965 E 
38 Marie Schmich F Jul. 15, 1917 May 16, 1922 E 
39a Lorenz Kessler M Aug. 9, 1843 Nov. 20, 1914 E 
39b Agnes C. Schultz (Kessler) F Oct. 9, 1835 Sept. 3, 1903 E 
40 Augusta Pfaff F Nov. 15, 1870 May 18, 1895 E 
41a Ardrey E. Drexler F 1915 1986 CT 
41b Charles F. Drexler M 1917 2005 CT 
41c Charles Drexler M 1886 1939 CT 
41d Anna Drexler F 1893 1940 CT 
42a Alexander Drechsler M 1854 1931 CT 
42b Paulina Drechsler F 1854 1936 CT 
43 Albert J. Drechsler M Jul. 10, 1898 Oct. 13, 1918 E 
44a Joseph Wagner M Jan. 21, 1835 Feb. 8, 1910 E 
44b Caroline Wagner F Aug. 22, 1834 Feb. 21, 1910 E 
44c John Stadter M Unknown Mar. 29, 1890 E 
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44d Theresa Stadter F May 26, 1836 Apr. 11, 1915 E 
45a Casper Creamer F Nov. 12, 1779 Jan. 10, 1866 E 
45b Catherine Creamer F Oct. 22, 1780 Feb. 18, 1869 E 
45c Joseph Creamer M Nov. 11, 1819 May 9, 1897 E 
45d Catherine Creamer F May 18, 1824 Dec. 8, 1880 E 
46 Andreas Roth M Nov. 22, 1848 Nov. 26, 1891 G 
47 Joseph Mueller M Mar. 1, 1830 Nov. 11, 1871 G 
48 Catherine Mueller F Oct. 17, 1830 Feb. 14, 1914 E 
49a Albina Drexler F Mar. 19, 1876 Jun. 17, 1938 E 
49b James Drexler M Feb. 6, 1876 Feb. 21, 1944 E 
 
G – German 
E – English 
CT – cannot tell
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Richmond, Virginia – Holy Cross Cemetery 
 
 Name M/F Birth Date Death Date Place of Birth 
1a Ethel Frances Steinbrecher F Mar. 27, 1898 Mar. 2, 1951  
1b John Michael Steinbrecher M May 20, 1895 Nov. 20, 1960  
2 John M. Steinbrecher, Jr. M Dec. 11, 1921 Oct. 26, 1942  
3a Helen Stephenson Hoffman F 1901 1963  
3b Joseph William Hoffman M 1894 1944  
4a Jessie Sheridan F Mar. 28, 1895 Sept. 16, 1955  
4b Julius Bernard M May 17, 1893 Aug. 7, 1967  
5 James H. Halblieb M Nov. 30, 1926 Nov. 7, 1948  
6a Margaret B. Meyers F Apr. 30, 1881 May 27, 1948  
6b Henry J. Meyers M Mar. 22, 1877 Jul. 28, 1954  
7 Henry T. Zimmerman M Oct. 23, 1901 Oct. 22, 1967  
8 Mary E. Edelblut F Jun. 10, 1916 Feb. 6, 1965  
9a Orlando Albert Schutte M Jun. 1, 1912 Aug. 24, 2004 
Richmond, 
VA 
9b Louise Teresa A. Schutte F Mar. 13, 1915 Oct. 30, 1972 
New York 
City 
10a Elizabeth C. Bittner F Mar. 22, 1880 Jul. 17, 1963  
10b Edward R. Bittner M Apr. 2, 1876 Jul. 31, 1953  
11a Dr. Herman S. Fletcher M Apr. 16, 1902 Jul. 14, 1961  
11b Helen O. Fletcher F Apr. 26, 1912 Nov. 21, 1968  
12 George H. Haupt, Sr. M Jun. 15, 1909 Jan. 18, 1978  
13 Herbert Edward Haupt M Sept. 5, 1924 Apr. 9, 1991  
14a Anna Katherine Kramer F Jun. 14, 1892 Apr. 25, 1929  
14b Bernard Kramer M Nov. 7, 1858 Jul. 23, 1952  
15a Ben Woesthoff M Jun. 5, 1901 Nov. 22, 1976 
Gros-Bersen, 
Germany 
15b Anton Woesthoff M Jun. 2, 1912 Nov. 15, 1994 
Gros-Bersen, 
Germany 
15c Elly Woesthoff F Sept. 12, 1921 Jul. 21, 2002 
Alfhausen, 
Germany 
16a Louis C. Ritter M Oct. 26, 1868 Nov. 1, 1940 
Alsace-
Lorraine 
16b Caroline A. Ritter F Mar. 13, 1871 Feb. 10, 1962 
Alsace-
Lorraine 
17a Henry Breckstoffer M Jan. 29, 1877 Feb. 7, 1958  
17b Sophie C. Breckstoffer F Mar. 9, 1876 Oct. 16, 1936  
18 Blanche C. Breckstoffer F Jan. 25, 1940 Apr. 13, 1940  
19 Baby Breckstoffer  Sept. 22, 1937 Sept. 22, 1937  
20 John Schnell M Unknown Apr. 13, 1907  
21a Jos Hoffman M Jul. 13, 1860 Mar. 2, 1951 
Alfhausen, 
Germany 
21b Dena Hoffmann F May 7, 1856 Nov. 20, 1960 
Bersenbruck, 
Germany 
22 Elizabeth C. Hoffmann F Nov. 24, 1889 Jun. 21, 1979  
23 Heinrich Hoffmann M 1855 1936 Alfhausen, 
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Germany 
24a Hermann Boehling M Apr. 27, 1850 Aug. 19, 1891 
Heeke, 
Germany 
24b John Joseph Boehling M Mar. 20, 1891 Sept. 8, 1941  
24c Frank Henry Boehling M May 22, 1888 Nov. 1, 1969  
24d Mary Gertrude Boehling F Jan. 8, 1853 Apr. 26, 1907 
Alfhausen, 
Germany 
24e Mary Elizabeth Boehling F Sept. 7, 1878 Jul. 3, 1881  
24f Annie M. Boehling F Jul. 24, 1881 Feb. 19, 1882  
24g Frank Hermann Boehling M Aug. 23, 1876 Sept. 15, 1883  
24h John Gerard Boehling M Aug. 23, 1883 Aug. 18, 1934  
24i Hermann August Boehling M Feb. 3, 1886 Jun. 13, 1940  
25 Gertrude S. Boehling F Dec. 8, 1891 Feb. 26, 1975  
26 Marie H. Boehling F Dec. 20, 1898 Jan. 4, 1985  
27 John F. Boehling M May 24, 1924 Feb. 10, 1972  
28 Mamie V. Boehling F Aug. 6, 1888 Sept. 10, 1980  
29 Anne E. Holzgrefe F Jan. 22, 1886 Dec. 13, 1964  
30 Henry Holzgrefe M Apr. 28, 1848 Apr. 3, 1914  
31 Teresa Holzgrefe F Aug. 24, 1858 Jan. 23, 1940  
32 G. Marie Holzgrefe F Jul. 29, 1895 Apr. 7, 1978  
33 Agnes M. Holzgrefe F Apr. 4, 1890 Oct. 22, 1945  
34 Joseph Holzgrefe M Feb. 6, 1878 Apr. 13, 1881  
35 Henry B. Steinbrecher M Apr. 26, 1890 Jul. 4, 1914  
36a Charles Frederick Boehling M Dec. 7, 1913 Jul. 20, 1997  
36b 
Elizabeth Fitzpatrick 
Boehling F May 2, 1916 Mar. 12, 1988  
37a George A. Boehling M 1863 1924  
37b Catherine M. Boehling F 1872 1933  
38 Frank Henry Gerwin M Nov. 22, 1850 Dec. 29, 1902 
Alfhausen, 
Hanover, 
Germany 
39 Bernard Jansen M Jan. 29, 1860 Jul. 23, 1898 
Dorpen Kreis 
Aschendorf, 
Germany 
40a Ignatius J. Hanky M Dec. 24, 1833 Jun. 16, 1909 
Alsace-
Lorraine 
40b Elizabeth Hanky F Mar. 2, 1938 Mar. 24, 1907 
Philadelphia, 
PA 
41 Christina E. Raub F Dec. 7, 1852 Apr. 20, 1885  
42 Joseph V. Reitelbach M Jun. 25, 1864 Mar. 10, 1901  
43 
Elizabeth Rosalea 
Reitelbach F May 18, 1888 Jun. 3, 1899  
44 Valentine Schwarz M May 24, 1834 Feb. 25, 1896 
Heese-
Darmstadt, 
Germany 
45a Catharine Schwartz F Feb. 28, 1844 Jan. 8, 1898  
45b Jacob Schwartz M Aug. 20, 1839 Dec. 11, 1913  
46a Bernhard Schepers M Oct. 7, 1822 Feb. 21, 1888 
Venhaus, 
Hanover, 
Germany 
46b Bernard A. Schepers M May 21, 1867 Dec. 10, 1889  
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47a Joseph J. Sledd M Mar. 25, 1858 Apr. 23, 1882  
47b John Joseph Sledd M Nov. 18, 1826 Apr. 19, 1899 Bavaria  
47c Madgeline Sledd F Apr. 1, 1829 May 18, 1902 Neukirchen 
48 Lena Sledd Quinn F 1868 1901  
49 Mary Geisinger F Jun. 11, 1822 Oct. 4, 1898 Germany 
50 Peter Geisinger M Unknown Aug., 1885 
Baden, 
Germany 
51 Pauline Koenig F Jun. 5, 1839 Jun. 26, 1916 
Waldenburg 
Silesia, 
Germany 
52a Valentine Seay M Apr. 14, 1833 May 9, 1899 
Bavaria, 
Germany 
52b Catharin Seay F Dec. 22, 1833 Feb. 24, 1899 
Baden, 
Germany 
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Gettysburg, Pennsylvania – St. Francis Xavier Cemetery 
 
 Name M/F Birth Date Death Date Place of Birth 
1a John Becker F Feb. 23, 1819 Sept. 1, 1904 
Schonberg, Hesse 
Darmstadt, 
Germany 
1b 
Teresa McKenrick 
Becker M Aug. 3, 1822 Aug. 18, 1906  
2a James Francis Becker M Mar. 11, 1875 Jul. 16, 1907  
2b Media R. Becker M Apr. 7, 1875 Jun. 14, 1917  
3 Virginia Becker M Unknown Unknown  
4 John C. Ziegler M Nov. 1, 1922 May 8, 2000  
5a Theodore V. Kimple F Dec. 22, 1863  Dec. 23, 1945  
5b Elizabeth A. Kimple M Feb. 9, 1870 May 26, 1928  
6a Francis W. Hemler M 1900 1987  
6b Nancy E. Hemler M 1897 1991  
7 Elizabeth Plank F 1909 1928  
8a Pius G. Breighner M May 23, 1858 Jan. 13, 1920  
8b Amanda M. Breighner M Dec. 11, 1858 Jan. 2, 1946  
9a Mary G. Althoff F 1874 1951  
10 Teresa Marie Althoff M Mar. 23, 1939 Sept. 9, 1939  
11a William A. Althoff F Jan. 19, 1849 Feb. 14, 1923  
11b Rose G. Snyder (Althoff) M 1881 1906  
11c Vincent L. Althoff F 1893 1908  
11d Bernard P. Althoff F 1891 1918  
12a Mary Krixer M Unknown Jan. 4, 1882  
12b Philip Krickser F Unknown Feb. 16, 1873  
13 Margaret Strickhouser M Unknown Oct. 26, 1886  
14 Anna Mary Warner F Unknown May 21, 1912  
15 George Rehm F Sept. 28, 1883 Sept. 28, 1883  
16 Margaret Rhem F Apr. 18, 1885 Apr. 18, 1885  
17 Valentine Werner F Unknown Apr. 3, 1835 Bavaria, Germany 
18 John S. Eisamon M Jan. 20, 1743 Apr. 23, 1810 Bavaria, Germany 
19 Anna Barbara Schmidt M Apr. 1800 Jan. 30, 1882 
Hesse Darmstadt, 
Germany 
20 Anna Maria Doersom F Sept. 1802 Jan. 13, 1880 
Hesse Darmstadt, 
Germany 
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Orrtanna, Pennsylvania – St. Ignatius Xavier Cemetery 
 
 
 
 Name M/F Birth Date Death Date 
1 Frances C. Steinberger M Unknown Feb. 21, 1867 
2 John C. Steinberger M Unknown Sep. 21, 1875 
3 Mary A. Miller F Unknown Jun. 8, 1864 
4 Rinehart Miller M Unknown Apr. 3, 1884 
5a Mary E. Cole F Unknown Dec. 17, 1870 
5b Mary E. Cole F Nov. 30, 1870 Unknown 
6 Josephine C. Rider (Kohl) F Unknown Aug. 28, 1912 
7 John Jacob Kohl M Unknown Feb. 15, 1926 
8 Charlie Cole M Unknown Sept. 2, 1898 
9 Peter A. Wise (Weiss) M Feb. 20, 1827 Mar. 25, 1876 
10a Helen L. Wagaman (Kimple) F 1899 1993 
10b Edgar F. Kimple M 1899 1983 
11a Isaac H. Lentz M 1862 1944 
11b Susan A. Shoemaker F 1870 1954 
12a James Paul Lentz M Sept. 29, 1908 Jun. 29, 1982 
12b Rhoda Fickes Lentz F Oct. 16, 1915 Aug. 16, 2004 
13a Donald L. Heffner M 1909 1979 
13b Effie G. Heffner F 1918 1983 
14 Pearl Kohl Sneeringer F Mar. 15, 1885 Aug. 6, 1973 
15 June M. Sneeringer F Nov. 10, 1907 Nov. 23, 1992 
16 Paul I. Steinberger M Dec. 11, 1891 Dec. 3, 1945 
17a Albert M. Strasbaugh M 1883 1964 
17b Evelyn A. Strasbaugh F 1893 1972 
17c Martha E. Strasbaugh F 1916 2003 
17d Mary T. Strasbaugh F 1920 2004 
18a Clifford H. Bucher M 1906 1991 
18b Lucille S. Bucher F 1905 1978 
19 Grace M. Steinberger F 1888 1955 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
